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Mr. Chein Kao
Depaftment of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue, Bldg. F,  Sui te 200
Berkeley, CA 94710

Dear Mr.  Kao.

Thank you for sharing the DTSC's preparation efforts for the upcoming Risk
Management Review (RMR) meetings. The Navy would l ike to emphasize that the
objective of the RMR meetings is to make risk management decisions that support the
crit ical next step of "unifying cleanup with reuse" at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS). The
Navy envisions the RMR meetings wil l accomplish the following:

o Recognize that redevelopment blocks, and the risk grids that comprise them,
represent common exposure areas around which risk management decisions
should be framed

. Use cumulative risk to communicate current risk levels across the parcel, with
current exposure values and assumptions ( i .e. ,2002 PRGs and
residential/ industrial exposure based on reuse assumptions)

o Ensure consistency with the City of San Francisco/Navy Conveyance Agreement
o Develop a management approach to ambient trace metals present at Parcel B
. ldentify potential actions that may be applied in order to provide protectiveness

required at each redevelopment block

In consider ing our object ives in the RMR, consider the fo l lowing. The RMR r isk
assessment calculations take into account over 5,400 soil samples collected and
analyzed at Parcel B. The cumulative risk calculations completed for the RMR indicate
that in residential exposure areas:

. Approximately 7A% o'f the exposure grids indicate an excess l ifetime cancer risk
(ELCR) in the range of  1 x 10-o or less

. Approximately 26o/o are within the 1 x 10-5 range

. Less than4o/o are above 1x 1O-a

Likewise, the cumulative risk calculations indicate that with respect to hazard indices in
residential exposure areas:

. Approximately 79% o'f the values are less than 1 .0

. Approximately 17o/o are less than 5.0

. Only 4Yo are above 5.0
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All the exposure areas with an ELCR greater than 1 x 1A-a are located in the vicinity of
the VOC plume at Bui lding 123. Industr ial  exposure areas suggest a similar
distribution, with approximately 67% of the exposure grids having an ELCR of 1 x 10-o
or less, and 33% greater than 1 x 10-o. All of the hazard index values in industrial
exposure areas are less than 1.0.

The Navy believes that the Remedial Design and RD Amendment adequately
addressed the characterization of sites undergoing remedial actions; the agreed-upon
step-out approach allowed the extent of chemicals of potential concern (COPCS) to be
defined. While it is true that certain excavations were expanded stightly due to an
additional COPC discovered during post-excavation sampling, such data also indicate
that such discoveries did not result in finding additional sources not previously
identified. Between July 1998 and February 2001 , additional COPCs were discovered
in 17 of 84 excavations in 199811999 and 9 of 43 excavations in 2000/2001 . The most
significant finding of these was that of Aroclor 1260 chlordane at excavation 83422.
The incremental ELCR associated with the addition of Aroclor 1260 at this location was
on theorde ro f  10 -5 .  O the r ins tanceswou ldhaveresu l ted in inc remen ta l  r i sko f  10 -6o r
less. The Navy does not feel that the uncertainties posed by these discoveries would
compromise the BCT's ability to make risk management decisions and set the path
fonvard. The Navy will demonstrate that sufficient information is known about Parcel B
to evaluate potential remedial actions.

A sample-by-sample, chemical-by-chemical evaluation at each site is not appropriate
for making risk management decisions, especially given the overall low risk at Parcel B,
and the straightfonvard remedial actions envisioned to achieve cleanup objectives. The
Navy looks fonruard to DTSC's comments on the Construction Summary Repod for the
78 excavations included therein. The Navy reviewed all78 excavations to ensure that
they met the requirements of the Remedial Design Amendment, even though the
amendment approval process occurred over a period of several months (draft 5/16100,
draft final 6129100, draft final rev 1 917100, final 2120101). Although the Navy recognizes
that actions taken on the "manganese excavations" remain a point of contention, we
hope that resolution of comments on the CSR will result in agreement as to the
completeness of the actions taken on the 78 sites presented. Remaining excavations
are subject to further review via the RMR process.

The Navy invites DTSC to participate in the RMR process as outlined in the attached
documents. This process offers an effective solution to help identify potential remedial
actions and will allow timely transfer of Parcel B to the City of San Francisco for reuse.
Potential remedial actions will be evaluated in the RMR Summary Report, which will
form the basis for a Proposed Plan and amended ROD.
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Should you have any concerns with this matter, please contact the undersigned at
(619)  532-0913.

KEITH FORMAN
B RAC Environmental Coordinator
Bv direct ion of the Commander

Enclosures: Enclosure 1 Risk Management Review Process Flowchart
Enclosure 2 Risk Management Decis ion Process for Soi l ,  Parcel  B,
Hunters Point  ShiPYard
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CONFINHNTIAL HHCORD

PORTIONS OF THIS RECORD ARE CONSIDERED
CONFIDENTIAL AND ARE NOT FOR PUBLIC VIEWING

PRIVATE CITIZENS' HOME ADDRESSES
HAVE BEEN REDACTED IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE PRIVACY ACT

QUESTIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO:

DIANE C. SILVA
RECORDS MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST

SOUTHWEST DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA92132

TELEPHONE: (61 9) 532-3676



Ms. Claire Trombadore
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-B-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Richard Seraydarian
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-B-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Amy Brownell
1390 Market Street, Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94102

Ms. Ei leen Hughes
700 Heinz Avenue, Bldg. F, Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 94710

Dr. Jim Pol isini

Ms Jul ie Menack
1515 Clay Street,  Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612
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Mr. Michael Work
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-B-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dr. Daniel Stralka
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-8-B)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Gregg Olson
1 155 Market Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Mr. Anthony Landis

Ms. Lea Loizos
833 Market Street, Suite 1107
San Francisco, CA 94103

Mr. John Kaiser
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland. CA 94612
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Bl ind copy to:
03
06CH
O6CH.KF
O6CH.DD
O6CH.JP
O6CH.GP
06cH.MO
06CH.CM
O9C,NB
4MG (Admin  F i le )
Read fi le
Chron fi le

Writer:
Typist:

P. Brooks, 06CH.GP, 2-0930
P. Brooks, 06CH.GP, 2-0930



RISK MAI{AGEMENT REVIEW PROCESS

Redevelopment
Block X

Describe excavations/removals

Identify buildings/obstructions

Discuss permanence of
buildings/obstructions

Identify potential actions to remediate
redevelopment block

Discuss applicability of those actions

Discuss effectiveness of actions to
mitigate/eliminate risk pathway

E L C R > 1 X 1 0 . 6 ?

HI  > 1?

LEAD > Threshold?

Describe primary risk pathways

Describe risk drivers:

. Distribution

. Nature

' Origin



Risk Management Decision Process for Soil
Parcel Bo Hunters Point Shipyard

Risk scenario (residentiaVindustrial) is consistent with planned reuse, and excludes chemicals detected
at concertrations below established ambient levels. Total exposure scenario will be discussed, ,as

appropriate, for risk communication, but will not be used to deterrrdhe CERCLA actions.

Redevelopment Block
Number (if a street right-of-
way, describe location)

Risk Grid Cell Numbers and
Risk/Reuse Scenario*

IR Site Number

Planned Reuse ELCR Grid Value and
Sesresated HI Value

Remediation or De Minimis
Area Number

RISK ASSESSMENT
Do the grid cells within the redevelopment block
inc lude an ELCR greater  than lx l0- ' ' .  an HI  greater
than I, or a lead concentration greater than 750
mg/kg (industrral scenario) or 150 mg/kg
(residential scenario)?
Identify primary risk pathways and their relative
contribution to the total ELCR and/or HI.

SITE CONDITIONS
Previous Actions
Previous removaliremedial actions? If so, identify
and describe action.
Buildines/Obstructions
Buildins or other obstruction near the excavation?
Is this building/obshuction planned to remain post-
develooment?
Risk Assessment
How are elevated "risk driver chemicals" bounded
soatiallv'/
Are "risk driver chemicals" in soil also present in
groundwater at concentrations that warrant further
evaluation'? Note: ecological and potable water
oathwavs are nol considered in this evaluation.
Do the "risk dliver chemicals" include metals witl.r
established ambient Ievels'/
Can the "risk driver chemicals" be considered the
result of fi1l material. variability in ambient levels,
or a soil l/release.) Exolain.
Is there sufficient information to evaluate remedial
technoloeies/controls? Explain whv or why not.
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POTENTIAL ACTION REI)
Describe potential actions and their applicabil itv

No Action
Removal (for example, excavatiotl or SVE)
l-reatment/D isposaI ( for exanrpIe, off-site
disposal or activated carbon treatment)
Instirutional Controls (for example, deed
restriction)
Engineering controls (for exampie, cap or
cover)

NOTES:

Agreement - The above findings document the discussion and conclusions from the risk
management review process for the above referenced site. As indicated by the undersigned, all
participants agree to the conclusions regarding the applicability of potential actions at the above
referenced site.

Keith Forman - Navv BRAC Environmental Coordinator Date:

Claire Trombadore - EPA Remedial Project Manager Date:

Chein Kao - DTSC Remedial Project Manager Date:

Julie Menack - RWQCB Remedial Project Manager
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Date:


